SOME ADAPTED FRAGMENTS OF SEVERAL 
CORRESPONDENCE EXCHANGES VI (PART ID: 
On Nature, thermodynamics and determinism. ' 


D: I noticed sometime ago that you used “Nature” and “wild Nature”, to mean 
different things. Can you help me understand what the difference is? 


U.R.: I think that it was already answered this in one of my previous letters”, but I am 
going to try again here. 


Nature is the non-artificial world, that is, everything? that is not artificial (being 
artificial that what is “made by humans”)*. Wild Nature is everything that is not 
artificial and, besides, is autonomous (being autonomous “that what has and follows its 
own dynamics and processes”; in more practical and specific terms, that which 
functioning is not controlled or interfered with by humans or human-made systems). To 
be wild, something has to be both things, natural (in the sense of non-artificial; i.e., part 
of the non-artificial world) and autonomous, simultaneously. So Nature is the part of 
the reality (the world, the Cosmos, the Physis, the Universe, or whatever you want to 
call it) that isn’t artificial. Wild nature is the part of Nature that is autonomous. 


The following diagrams can graphically help to better understand and put in order these 
concepts: 


' Adaptation of the exchange between D. and Ultimo Reducto (U.R.) from February 2nd, 2020 
to June 9, 2020. Original letters were written in English. © Copyright 2019, Ultimo Reducto, for 
the fragments originally written by U.R. 

"In “Some adapted fragments of several correspondence exchanges III (Part II)” 
(https://drive.google.com/file/d/1gmSWzh7UuSollXPMJwZ8YTW9Vzb94V_/view?usp=drive 
open). Note added later by U.R. for this post. 

> Remember that I embrace an utterly materialist stance, so by “everything” I mean “everything 
which is material or physical (i.e., matter and/or energy) or have a material base”. I regard as 
non-existent everything that is not material or materially based. Admittedly, this is a 
metaphysical stance, but anyway, that what is not materially based can not be empirically 
proved or falsified. And this latter is not a metaphysical statement at all. 

* That is, Nature in the sense 2 given in “Some adapted fragments of several correspondence 
exchanges III (Part ID”. As usually, I will discard sense 1 (Nature as everything, i.e., as the 
reality or the Cosmos) and, here, will also put aside sense 3 (nature as essence) generally, 
though particularly human essence (i.e., human nature) could for the moment be regarded as 
included in sense 2. 
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Diagram (A): The four categories in reality, and their relationships. Reality is constituted by 
Nature plus the artificial world. Nature and the artificial world are mutually exclusive. Nature 
is constituted by (1) and (2). Artificial world is constituted by (3) and (4). 


If something it is neither artificial nor autonomous (1), it is part of Nature, but not of 
wild Nature. If it is not artificial and it is autonomous (2), it is wild (i.e., it is part of 
wild Nature). If it is artificial and it is not autonomous (3), it is not part of Nature at all 
(and thus it is not part of wild Nature either). If it is artificial and it is autonomous (4), it 
isn’t part of Nature (nor of wild Nature) either. 
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Diagram (B). Basic categories regarding wildness (i.e., the different combinations between 
naturalness —or its inverse: artificiality- and autonomy). 





Examples of each of the cases: 


(1) Non-artificial and non-autonomous: A native animal born wild in the wilderness, 
but later captured and maintained captive and/or tamed. A pruned native tree. A 
channeled or/and dammed river (by humans). A selectively cut native forest. 


(2) Non-artificial and autonomous: Wilderness (i.e., non-artificial and autonomous 
ecosystems; wildlands; the Wild; that what many conservationists call “self- 
willed lands”). Wild animals (i.e., native animals that are born in wild 


ecosystems and continue living free in them). Wild plants (that is, native plants 
that are born and live autonomously in the wilderness). 


(3) Artificial and non-autonomous: Most of the particular technological devices and 
tools when just taken and assessed individually and in isolation (not as mere 
parts integrated in larger technological systems and processes; which is what 
they actually are). Highly artificialized and controlled ecosystems (like cities, 
agricultural lands, gardens, etc.). Domesticated? or genetically engineered living 
beings that remain totally under human control (i.e., that have not gone feral - 
still-). 


(4) Artificial and autonomous: A social or technological system and its 
development. Some (possible) technological devices (like some robots). Some, 
at least partly genetically engineered living beings (included traditionally 
domesticated animals, plants and other living beings), that go feral (i.e., that 
escape human control). Artificially introduced exotic invasive species (they are 
not artificial per se, but their introduction and its effects are artificial). 


5 “Domestication” is not the same as “taming”. The former implies genetic changes throughout 
several generations by means of the —artificially influenced- breeding of animals or plants 
(artificial selection), the second doesn’t (“taming” refers exclusively to conditioning and 
training an animal which originally was wild, in order to make it get used to live and interact 
with humans; i.e., to take away its wildness, its freedom and independence, but without 
necessarily manipulating the genetics of its offspring through controlling the breeding of this 
throughout several further generations). Domestication acts in the long run and on whole 
species or populations, taming acts just on individuals and in the short run (during their 
lifespans). Obviously, traditional domestication was the result of the early taming of some 
individuals, long ago. However, taming doesn’t necessarily imply that there will be further 
domestication. Note added by U.R. later. 
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Diagram (C): X axis shows artificiality (or the inverse of naturalness), and it is the limit 
between autonomous and non-autonomous worlds. Y axis shows autonomy and it is the 
limit between artificial (3+4) and non-artificial (1+2) worlds. The red line represents 
the limit between artificial autonomous (4) things and artificial non-autonomous (3) 
things. The green one, the limit between wild Nature (autonomous and non-artificial 
things; (2)) and non-autonomous Nature (non-autonomous and non-artificial things; 
(1)). The XY plane is reality or the world (1+2+3+4). The green half-plane (x in green, 
Y; (1+2)) is Nature (non-artificial world). The red half-plane (x in red, Y; (3+4)) is the 
artificial world. The upper green quadrant (x in green, y in blue) is wild Nature (non- 
artificial and autonomous world (2)). The lower green quadrant (x in green, y in 
purple) is non-autonomous Nature (non-artificial and non-autonomous world (1)). The 
upper red quadrant (x in red, y in blue) shows autonomous artificial world (4). The 
lower red quadrant (x in red, y in purple) shows non-autonomous artificial world (3). 
The quadrants do not represent either the real relative extension of each category or the 
real geographical relative locations among them. 
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Diagram (D). Visual representation of the relationships among the four categories. The arrows 
show the direction of the advance of the development or expansion of each category at the 
expense of the contiguous one. The lines and the areas delimited by them indicate the limits 
between categories, not geographical relative locations among them (e.g., in the real world wild 
things can be surrounded by the artificial things). 


---- REALITY OR UNIVERSE (14+2+3+4). 


LIMIT BETWEEN NON-ARTIFICIAL WORLD (NATURE) (1+2) AND 
ARTIFICIAL WORLD (3+4). 


LIMIT BETWEEN AUTONOMOUS ARTIFICIAL WORLD (4) AND NON- 
AUTONOMOUS ARTIFICIAL WORLD (3). 


= LIMIT BETWEEN NON-AUTONOMOUS NON-ARTIFICIAL WORLD (1) AND 
AUTONOMOUS NON-ARTIFICIAL WORLD (2). 


The above is merely descriptive; it doesn’t imply necessarily any value judgments. The 
evaluation of each category (or of certain particular cases in some categories) is another 
issue different from their mere description, which I have not got into here. 


There also could be done some qualifications regarding this classification: 


It is merely an approximate model for the description and classification of the basic 
categories regarding wildness (i.e. of the possible combinations and extents of 
naturalness and autonomy). In reality the four categories constitute a continuous, a 
complex intersection or combination of two gradients, from complete artificiality to a 
complete lack of artificiality and from complete autonomy to complete lack of 
autonomy, and there could be “intermediate” or “transitional” cases between contiguous 
categories or cases which is not clear the category where they belong to (cases that 
belong partly to two categories, because they partly show the defining traits of both of 
them). Or, in some cases, one thing can shift from one category to another over space or 
time (that is, it will depend on the spatial-temporal scale taken as reference). To discuss 


all this controversial and complex nuances, even just in those cases I have already being 
able to think about and/or clarify, would take much more time and space than this letter. 


Anyway, to me, this basic approach seems much better (much more rational and 
orderly) than others brought up by other people which I have met over the years, and of 
course, is much better than to plainly deny that these categories exist, than to mix up 
them in a chaotic mish-mash completely blurring the limits among them, and/or than to 
reject the possibility of any minimally ordered and rational categorization. 


D: In your review of David Skrbina’s book, The Metaphysics of Technology,° you 
mention that the development of societies and technology “is simply an effect of the 
laws of thermodynamics, which create differentials or fluxes of energy that can be used 
by some systems to maintain and develop their own internal structure.” 


I’m not familiar with this, so it doesn’t seem like a “simple” thing in my mind. I can see 
it happen, but I am unable to precisely explain why and how it happens. If you can give 
me a short explanation, I'd be very grateful. 


U.R.: Well, regarding thermodynamics, I was referring to what Skrbina says in his book 
about this issue (which is in turn based greatly on the so called “cosmic evolution” 
theory of Eric Chaisson, by the way). I am not a physicist, but I will try to answer to 
you basing on what I know about this issue and how I myself understand it. 


There are two laws of thermodynamics: first, the law of conservation of energy (the 
amount of energy in the universe remains constant at any time; it just changes from one 
kind of energy to another throughout time), and second, the law of entropy (every open 
system’ -and every real system is more or less open, especially to energy exchange with 
its environment- tends to eventually lose its internal energy, through the dissipation® of 
it in its environment —in the supersystem to which it belongs-). For the purpose of this 
answer the most important law is the second one. It implies that in the universe every 
kind of energy tends to eventually become heat (indeed, infra-red light) and to dissipate 
itself. Other kinds of energy more “concentrated” than heat are nuclear bonds, chemical 
bonds, gravitational potential energy, kinetic energy or some other kinds of 
electromagnetic radiation (light). Any system has a structure, that is an internal order in 
the interactions among its constituent elements (subsystems), and a functioning (the 
processes, movements or changes caused by the interaction among its constituent 
elements, and between these and its environment); and this structure and functioning 
implies energy flows or exchanges. Order is energy stored. Functioning, in principle, is 
energy used (dissipated). However, a system needs energy inputs to create and maintain 


6 https://drive.google.com/file/d/188NskGSZ58009 Y yINUwbUYiwe7fyxzst/view. 

7 In fact, in terms of thermodynamics, there is a difference between a “closed system” (that 
which doesn’t exchange matter with its environment) and an “isolated system” (that which 
exchanges neither matter nor energy with its environment), so in theory every “isolated system” 
would be a “closed system”, but not “every closed” system would be necessarily an “isolated 
system”. And not every “non-isolated system” would necessarily be an “open system”. Here I 
have used only the expressions “closed systems” and “open systems”, without taking into 
account these nuances, which are not very important for the purposes of this discussion anyway. 
Note added by U.R. later. 

8 “Dissipation” —I don’t know if it is the right English word; in Spanish it is “disipación”; maybe 
it would be better “dilution” or “dispersion”? I am not sure- here it means the tendency, of every 
kind of energy that is different from heat, to become another kind of energy which is less 
“concentrated”, i.e., with less ability to generate any work (to create movement or order, 
basically). The less “concentrated” kind of energy is heath (in its form of infra-red light). 





its structure and functioning (to replace the losses due to entropy); even more to make 
them grow. This energy, according to the first law, must be taken from the system’s 
environment, that is, directly from other systems which have energy stored in their own 
structure, or indirectly from the energy dissipating from them into their environment. So 
the general process can be seen as a gradual flow of energy with many intermediate 
levels or stages, from the most concentrated forms of energy stored in systems’ internal 
structures to the least concentrated forms dissipated in their environments and in the 
universe in general. And as the capacity of some systems to interfere in this entropic 
flow in some ways to take advantage of it (that is to use this flux of energy for catching 
and concentrating again some of this energy to create and maintain their own internal 
structures and functioning). Very roughly speaking, a spontaneous flow always implies 
the existence of different levels, densities or quantities of the thing that flows. And it 
tends to flow from where the level is “higher” to where it is “lower”. The level of 
energy density in this case. For example, take the very concentrated energy kind of 
nuclear reactions (fusion) inside the Sun, it dissipates in form of light (heath, visible 
light, UV, etc). Some of this light is intercepted by the Earth, and it serves to maintain a 
climate in its atmosphere and to make photosynthesis by plants, so some of this energy 
is stored in plant tissues and it can be used by herbivore animals to create and maintain 
their own bodies and to reproduce. Then carnivores use part of the energy stored in 
herbivores’ tissues to create and maintain their own body structures. Etc. Instead of 
being a “linear” simple and direct diminishing flow (from a single system to the open 
void in the universe in only one step), it has intermediate stages or loops, points where 
apparently, partly and temporally the flow reverses its direction. As when the internal 
energy -order- of a system increases thanks to taking energy from its environment 
(including other systems). For example, when an animal eats. But, actually and 
generally speaking the energy flow runs from the more concentrated kind of energy to 
the less concentrated, and eventually every energy form ends up becoming heath and 
dissipating in the universe. Although, locally and temporally, part of the energy of such 
general flow can be caught, concentrated and used by some systems for some time to 
maintain their structures and functions, compensating entropy. And, of course, this 
always happens at the cost of failing to catch a great part of it (the efficiency of the 
energy-catching process from the flow is never 100%), sooner or later dissipating again 
part of it, and creating disorder in the environment of these systems. 


A simple, graphical example that offers an easily understandable image of this flux 
between different energy levels and of the way it is used and interfered by systems to 
maintain and develop their own structures and functions is the flow of water in a river. 
It runs from a higher point (more gravitational potential energy) to a lower point (less 
potential energy). If the river runs wild and free from dams, mills, hydropower plants, 
etc. potential energy transforms itself into kinetic energy (movement) and then into 
heath that dissipates itself into the atmosphere, and eventually into the universe. But if a 
human group builds a mill and uses part of the flow of water to move a wheel, they 
transform some of the kinetic energy of the water into the kinetic energy of the wheel 
and then they can use it to make some work (which eventually boils down to creating 
social structures —and infrastructures and superstructures, of course- and maintaining the 
functioning of a social system and of the human bodies of its members). So a social 
system have interfered a natural flow of energy to partly use it to create and maintain its 
own structures and functions, through inserting intermediate stages in a former and 
simpler gradual flow. 


D: I was not familiar with this definition of entropy. In fact, whenever I thought about 
the law of entropy, I thought it meant that, in closed systems, the ability of energy to 
transform from one form to another gradually decreases. But, indeed, closed systems do 
not exist, and it may be that your definition of entropy, that an open system tends to lose 
energy towards its environment, is more accurate. Entropy is one of those subjects 
where the more I think about it, the more confused I get about it, but I still want to 
learn. 


I think Wikipedia has another beautiful definition of the second law: 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_law_of_thermodynamics. Here, the authors say 
that “The second law of thermodynamics states that the total entropy of an isolated 
system can never decrease over time, and is constant if and only if all processes are 
reversible”. This definition, again, concerns closed systems (in fact, it designates such 
systems as “isolated”), but I like the fact that it adds the concept of reversibility. Also, 
here https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Entropy for example, organisms are described as 
non-isolated (open?) systems, and are presented in the following way: “Non-isolated 
systems, like organisms, may lose entropy, provided their environment's entropy increases by at 
least that amount so that the total entropy either increases or remains constant.” 





You state: 


“This energy, by the first law, must be taken from the system’s environment, that is, directly 
from other systems which have energy stored in their own structure, or indirectly from the 
energy dissipating from them into their environment.” 


I find this phrase to be very accurate. 


And I think it makes sense to also mention something else, which may explain the phenomenon 
of the appearance and persistence of systems with an ability to reduce their entropy (i.e. 
maintain their order and functioning), namely: natural selection. Simply due to chance, 
different systems will have different abilities to utilize the energy of their environment. The ones 
that happen to do it more efficiently will be able to persist where others will perish. And so, the 
more elaborate a system becomes (in order and functioning), the more it can store and utilize 
the energy of its environment, the more it can outcompete other systems, and so on, provided 
that it can keep sucking out the energy of other systems. 


U.R.: I have always found somewhat “unreal” all those definitions based on “closed” or 
“isolated” systems. At least as far as we know, there are not completely “closed” or 
“isolated” real systems in the universe -neither regarding energy, nor even regarding 
matter-, so these definitions are mere abstract and speculative exercises based on 
unrealistic idealizations (theoretical models). Abstract models can be useful for 
understanding how some processes work in theory and roughly, but physics eventually 
should be applied to understand reality, not just to stay referring merely to theoretical 
and unreal idealizations that actually never happen. By the way, and for the same 
reasons, there is not such thing as a completely “reversible” process either (there is 
always a total gain of entropy in the supersystem constituted by the system and its 
environment). 


Apart from these nuances, all the three definitions are the same, i.e., they refer to the 
same phenomenon and explanation of it: the decline in the “ability of energy to 
transform from one form to another” is the entropy; Non-isolated systems, like for 
example living organisms, are actually the only real systems, and the set constituted by 
them and their environment always gains entropy as a whole (the idea of maintaining 
total entropy constant is just another theoretical idealization), although the organism can 
decrease its own entropy making its environment increase its (which is the same that 


states my sentence: “This energy, by the first law, must be taken from the system’s 
environment, that is, directly from other systems which have energy stored in their own 
structure, or indirectly from the energy dissipating from them into their environment’); 
etc. Simply, I just avoid to refer to pure theoretical idealizations, like “closed systems” 


or “isolated systems”, “reversible processes” or “constant entropy”, but it boils down to 
the same phenomena and explanations. 


Yes, I also think that there is a “selection by the environment” (biological “natural 
selection” is just a particular form of this much more general phenomenon) generally 
among systems in Nature; or better and more generally, in reality. And, of course, it can 
be interpreted as the positive selection of the greatest ability to reduce their own entropy 
at the cost of increasing the entropy of other elements of their environment (the positive 
selection of the greatest efficiency in order catch and use energy to maintain themselves 
and grow). 


D: On another note, there’s something I’ve been thinking about lately (and perhaps it’s 
something that you too mentioned in a text’). And it’s also a valid criticism of yours of 
Ted Kaczynski’s Anti-Tech Revolution”. Essentially, we know that the development of 
society is largely influenced by infrastructure, and infrastructure’s development is 
influenced by pre-existing infrastructure etc. etc., all of this outside the control of 
individuals or groups. And yet here we are, trying to make a movement, an exercise in 
structure, not infrastructure. Using individual will, using the will of the group (whatever 
that might mean), to affect societal development (specifically, to destroy this society). 
Do we break history’s pattern? Are we logically inconsistent? Are we experimenting? 


By the way, I realize that this determinism refers to the “great pattern of history” (as 
Diamond would put it), not to small-scale and local societal development (for example, 
one cannot necessarily predict the differential development of states which have a 
similar level of technology, because other factors might be more decisive, and these 
factors might indeed be influenced by the will of individuals or groups within said states 
- take for example the war between Sparta and Athens during the 5th century B.C., who 
could have known the winner beforehand? But one CAN predict the differential 
development of states which have huge differences in their level of technology, 
regardless of individual or group will - take for example the war between the Spaniards 
and the Aztecs during the 16th century, where the winner was obvious from the start). 


To be honest, this question is not something that deeply concerns me. It’s more 
something I wondered about recently, and on which I would like to hear your thoughts, 
but you don’t need to waste too much time on it. 


U.R.: I already commented somehow on this in “Some adapted fragments of several 
correspondence exchanges lve" , and in “Discussing means, ends, values, organization, 
strategy and more”!*. And, as I said to Ted Kaczynski in my criticism to Anti-Tech 
Revolution (point 12)", I myself have not a completely clear answer. 


° In “Some adapted fragments of several correspondence exchanges IV”: 


(https://drive.google.com/file/d/liJJYcRLstaCkO7p1LqM94878nmJMKtEy/view). Note added 
by U.R. later. 

'° https://drive.google.com/file/d/1 9keZrCRRjHETccM4rM6K YKbKDg49Qm3E/view. 

H https://drive.google.com/file/d/1iJJYcRLstaCkO7p 1L.gM94878nmJMKtEy/view. 

1? https://drive.google.com/file/d/19qXUMmOkCj5txuncX ObuOb7fR Ul IxPug/view. 

B https://drive.google.com/file/d/19keZrCRRjHETccM4rM6K YKbKDg49Qm3E/view. 














At first glance, a movement is a social group (a group of people), and thus it has its own 
autonomous dynamics and it is greatly unpredictable and uncontrollable, because in fact 
it is a complex system which dynamics are determined by many objective factors, some 
of them previously unknowable or even already inexistent. So in principle, human will 
usually has not much to do with the general processes of the development and 
functioning of social groups. On the other hand, it is obvious that the particular 
functioning and development of some groups (e.g., enterprises, governments, etc.) are 
voluntarily controllable to some extent in the sense of steering them towards the 
achievement of some concrete goals. 


So, maybe in some cases or circumstances, some groups’ development can be 
somewhat controlled by some of their own members to some extent. I think that this can 
be done to some extent in those cases in which the group is well organized (i.e., 
hierarchical and disciplined) and strong enough but not too big, and its goals are few 
and mutually compatible (or better just only one single goal), concrete and limited in 
time, so the group would have a limited existence and wouldn’t perpetuate itself in time 
indefinitely (it doesn’t try to establish a permanent or durable system for building, 
controlling, governing or managing anything in the long run; in the case of the 
movement against technoindustrial society, it wouldn’t be constructive, but just 
destructive; it wouldn’t build a new society or rebuild better the old one, but it just 
would destroy this society and then disappear). In such cases, the chances for the group 
of getting corrupted or deflected from its original goal before attaining it are minimized, 
and thus there is a possibility of success. 


Using another approach: human will has its limits, true, and they are quite narrow, but 
this doesn’t mean that human will is always irrelevant. Of course, generally speaking, 
the development of social systems is determined by objective material factors not by 
subjective ones (such as human will); and even human will itself is determined by 
objective factors (it doesn’t come from the blue, and it can’t maintain itself alone). But 
some will it is needed, at least to start some processes and actions. An effort or activity 
contrary to objective material factors can’t be maintained for much time just basing 
them on will power. This eventually ends up failing. Both at the individual level and at 
the social level. But if the factors are not completely opposite to the activity; if the 
necessary voluntary effort is measured, temporary and intelligently applied; and if the 
results of this effort start to function and push forward for themselves creating new 
favourable factors and rendering the will power ever less necessary, there is a chance of 
SUCCESS. 


One can’t achieve anything just wanting it, there have to be some favourable (material) 
objective conditions (or at least some conditions that make it possible and attainable), 
but to achieve some things one has to want to attain them and make an effort for 
attaining them, even if the objective conditions are relatively favourable. For example, 
if you are walking along a path and you find an obstacle that prevents you to continue 
walking forward, you can give up, and not even try go beyond (i.e., you lack enough 
will to go forward); or you can look for a way to overcome the obstacle and go forward 
(i.e., you have enough will to try to go forward). Then, you can try to climb over it, to 
make a hole through it, to encircle it, to make a tunnel under it, etc. If the obstacle is too 
high, too wide, too thick, too long, etc. (i.e., if the objective material conditions are 
completely contrary or unfavourable respecting to your will) you won’t overcome it no 
matter how much you want and try, and then your will power will be useless. But if the 
obstacle is not too high, too wide, too thick or too long (i.e., if material and objective 
conditions are favourable or at least not completely opposite regarding to your will) 


chances are that you eventually can overcome it and continue your way forward. So, 
sometimes (when material objective conditions are not completely unfavourable) will 
power could make a substantial difference. 


It is not that will power always can achieve everything. This is a voluntaristic nonsense 
(a sort of idealistic self-indulgent slogan). But it is equally absurd to believe that will 
power is never important or necessary at all. 


What makes one to have or not to have such will? I don’t know. Will is determined by 
(the interaction of) many objective factors in turn: genetics, individual psychological 
tendencies, previous personal experiences, education, etc. and these vary greatly from 
one individual to another. Some people have more will power than others; some people 
have a great amount of will power for some things but not for others; etc. 


You call the effort to create a movement an “exercise in structure, not infrastructure”. 
Well, what is actually important and necessary is to act on infrastructure, of course. Just 
to make an “exercise in structure” is not enough and it won’t work. But, in fact, it is 
necessary to create some social structure (a movement) in order to be able to have an 
impact on social infrastructure. A single individual (or a few unorganized individuals) 
most probably can’t affect the infrastructure of technoindustrial society. So a movement 
is most likely needed. 


And, besides, as I already said elsewhere, "4 perhaps it also can be necessary to some 
extent to influence and use part of the extant structure of the technoindustrial system in 
order to attain enough power (resources, technological means, influence, etc.) to be able 
to physically destroy the infrastructure of technoindustrial society. So, to some extent, 
an “exercise in structure” might be necessary eventually, anyway. 


You ask whether we are breaking “history’s pattern”. I will answer with another 
question: How do you know that (the voluntary effort in order to favour) the emergence 
of a movement against technoindustrial system is not also part of such “historical 
pattern”? How do you know that our will to destroy technoindustrial system is not 
determined in turn by some objective factors caused by the very process of development 
of such system (or of reality)? Moreover, if our will is not determined by objective 
factors, where it comes from? I am a die-hard determinist. To me even will is 
determined. There is no such thing as free-will, in the sense of a will that emerges out of 
the blue and is not caused or determined at all by any previous factors. Everything is 
determined by previous conditions and events." Nothing comes out of the blue, nothing 
emerges “ex nihilo”, everything has a/some cause/s and produces a/some effect/s 
(everything is caused by previous factors and acts as a causing factor for other things). 
But, this doesn’t mean that we can know exactly and always how it is determined, that 
we can know all those factors that determine it, or that we can know what will be its 
next effects, what will be the future events caused by it. Everything is pre-determined, 
but to a very great extent we can’t know exactly either what previous factors caused 
everything that exists currently and how they did it, or what will be exactly the future 
events caused by everything that exists now. Determinism (i.e., to think that everything 
is pre-determined) does not necessarily imply to believe that we always have the ability 
to predict the future (i.e., to think that we can know now how past and current events 


4 In “Discussing means, ends, values, organization, strategy and more” 


(https://drive.google.com/file/d/199XUMmOKCj5txuncXObuOb7fRUlIxPug/view). Note added 
by U.R. later. 

'° At least at the supra-atomic level; which is the level that should actually interest us, because it 
is the level we belong to and it is the only level we are made to deal with. 





will exactly determine future events), much less fatalism (to believe that, given that 
everything is pre-determined, it is not worth trying to prevent some future events from 
happen, or trying that some others to happen). The future/destiny is already written 
(determined), but we can’t know it beforehand for the most part. So we can’t reasonably 
say that there is nothing we can do to influence the future, because although we know 
that the future has to be pre-determined by past and current events, we still don’t/can’t 
know exactly, and to a great extent, how it is determined by them (so our own acts 
could also affect it). So maybe our will, the voluntary effort to destroy technoindustrial 
system, the collapse of it, etc. could be also part of such a “historical pattern”, of such 
pre-determined but unknowable-in-advance future. We can’t know it... still. 


So, are we logically inconsistent? I don’t think so. I think that all what I have just said is 
much more logically consistent and reasonable than any of the typical voluntaristic 
(“human will is omnipotent”), anti-deterministic (some things —or even everything- are 
not determined), fatalistic (if the future is pre-determined, then it is absurd to try to 
achieve something) or defeatist (it is useless to try to avoid future negative 
consequences, to fight) theories that usually are raised to try to explain social processes 
and systems and to influence the behaviour of people regarding them. 


Are we experimenting? Yes, to some extent. Every effort to achieve something implies, 
to some extent, trying, running risks, experimenting. At least to some extent, one always 
can fail. It is always possible that something goes wrong. One tries, and if things go 
wrong, and if the consequences are not too serious to keep on trying, he observes the 
results, learns from them, and tries again applying what he has learned, and so on. 
That’s life. Anyway, I am not a fan of the “trial-and-error” method. Sometimes and to 
some extent it is unavoidable to experiment, but many other times the previous and 
careful use of knowledge and intelligence can prevent many unnecessary experiments 
and errors, or at least minimize them. Many errors and fails could be very serious and, 
among other effects, could weaken or disable us for going on adequately. “Trial-and- 
error” should be the last resort, just for when beforehand reflection and prudence is not 
enough. 


Regarding what you say about predicting the differential development of societies, I 
think that you are greatly right. The fact that the course of the development or 
functioning of a society is greatly unpredictable doesn’t mean that it is always 
completely unpredictable. Sometimes, some trends, results and effects are quite obvious 
and foreseeable beforehand. 


I hope my answer has been of any help to you. I know it could sound vague sometimes, 
but I can’t be more precise for the moment. 


